In the present issue, Canan Çakırlar, Lionel Gourichon, Suzanne Pilaar Birch, Rémi Berthon, Murat Akar, and Aslıhan Yener question economic change with the introduction of a Hittite garrison to Late Bronze Age Alalakh (Tell Atchana) in the 'Amuq Valley. Benjamin Arbuckle's contribution zooms out to examine the use of cattle as a symbolic and economic resource in the hands of Bronze Age Anatolian elites, surveying taurine employment in a range of ritual, iconographic, and other strategies of elite power displays. Nimrod Marom and Virginia Herrmann examine the socioeconomic impact of gradual incorporation into the Neo-Assyrian Empire on the residents of the lower town in ancient Samal (Zincirli Höyük), not far north of Alalakh, near the Karasu headwaters. Rémi Berthon's analysis is unique in providing a bottom-up, diachronic view of a regional economic system based on evidence from village sites in the Upper Tigris region.
In the next issue of JEMAHS, Tina Greenfield explores unequal access to animal resources among various segments of society in ancient Tušḫan (Ziyaret Tepe). Her article emphasizes status differences and provisioning mechanisms in a peripheral center of the Neo-Assyrian Empire on the Upper Tigris.
The prevailing emphasis in political economy found in most articles is borne out by the general application of zooarchaeological methods and model-testing approaches associated with the Anglo-American school of zooarchaeology (Arbuckle 2012; Atıcı 2005; Hongo 1998; Zeder and Arter 1994) . The anthropologically oriented, model-testing, processual approach to zooarchaeology has replaced the comprehensive, more biological and descriptive continental scholarship of those who founded zooarchaeological research on Bronze and Iron Age Anatolia with the ground-breaking works in Beycesultan (Ducos 1965) , Korucutepe (Boessneck and von den Driesch 1974; 1975) , and Lidar Höyük (Kussinger 1988) . The mid-1990s turn toward problem-oriented zooarchaeological research on Bronze and Iron Age Anatolia started after the publication of major theoretical (Cribb 1991) and methodological (Payne 1973 ) work conducted in Turkey. This was closely followed by zooarchaeological studies focused on the emergence of extensive exchange networks in Neolithic and Chalcolithic sites in the region (Stein 1987) .
Today, the way in which political economy is perceived and monitored by zooarchaeology still harkens back to the same seminal works by Payne (1973) , Zeder (1991) , Cribb (1991) , and Redding (1981; 1984) written in the 1970s and 1980s. These scholars have developed well-tested approaches to detecting specialized animal production and supply, and by doing so have laid the foundations for zooarchaeological study of the emergence of regional urban networks and the identification of "consumer" actors, such as administrators and other specialists, at the inter-and intra-site level.
The application of these principles by the contributors to this issue is guided by a heightened sensitivity to archaeological context. Most studies take for granted the focus on "good" archaeological contexts: well-dated accumulations on surfaces and inside pits or similar features. Most studies are also concerned with homogenizing their analytical aggregates with emic consumption groups in mind: single houses, administrative buildings, or "neighborhoods" of similarly constructed and sized houses appear to be natural units of analysis, providing a high enough sample size while maintaining a satisfactory resolution for socio-cultural investigation. Moreover, fine intra-site comparisons are attempted (or are feasibly envisioned) as part of the research design, very often in close collaboration with other archaeological specialists and field staff, facilitated by computerized data-sharing platforms. This is a far cry from the stratum-based, intrasite analyses of not so many years ago.
A degree of conservatism can be observed in the analytical methods employed in the studies, with straightforward quantification methods (usually fragment or diagnostic zone counts) and statistical analyses that would have been familiar (give or take some refinements) to a zooarchaeologist working in the region 30 years ago. We see this as a sign of disciplinary maturity: The silent consensus about which data are relevant and how they should be recorded in relation to period-, region-, and site-specific questions is a welcome respite from the debates that bewildered the discipline (and especially the Paleolithic branches of the family) for many years. Moreover, the stabilization of data collection and analysis methods allows us to move on to comparative analyses and meta-analyses of zooarchaeological databases (e.g., Arbuckle et al. 2014) . Whatever its merits or possible faults, part of this conservative approach to data rises from the practicalities of zooarchaeological fieldwork in large mounds, which require cost-effective bone recording and analysis protocols.
The nearly universal integration of sieving into archaeological fieldwork in recent years, nonetheless, still needs to be assimilated with these well-established protocols, which are geared toward recording a large number of bones from many contexts in little time. Tension appears at the seam between intensive (high-resolution recovery) and extensive (low-resolution recovery from large areas) sampling: Intensive sampling affords less-biased recovery of animal bones in respect to age, skeletal element, and body size, and also provides the obvious benefit of recovering micro-fauna, fish, and bird bones. For reasons of time and cost, however, the zooarchaeological analysis of the huge quantity of material produced by proper sieving of mound sediments would be detrimental to tackling questions of intra-site variability requiring large numbers of bones identified to species, skeletal element, age, and sex; such samples are best obtained by extensive sampling assuming a constant site-wide recovery error.
Zooarchaeological work in Bronze and Iron Age Anatolia has developed in the last decades, with the archaeological potential of the region attracting scholarly attention from around the world. Prospects for future advancements in this dynamic research environment are numerous. Major directions include increasing the variability of the faunal analyses to include samples from sites other than large cities; the integration of archaeological science in zooarchaeological research design, including isotope and ancient DNA analyses; and presenting standardized zooarchaeological work protocols with the ultimate goal of broad, integrated regional and supra-regional databases.
Much remains to be done, and the little-explored vastness of Anatolian zooarchaeology offers both a rich bounty of potential new learning and the responsibility of proper study and publication. As zooarchaeologists sharing both in the excitement and the responsibility of working in this region, we hope through this issue to convey some of our enthusiasm to the broader archaeological community.
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